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1 during discovery, also suggested that other model 
2 options should be considered. The response of EPA 
3 Region 8 or the Department to those recent 
4 suggestions by OAQPS is not known. 
5 Model performance results for Calpuff were 
6 published as part of the 2002 Department modeling 
i report. Model predictions for calendar year 2000 
8 were compared to observed SO2 concentrations at two 
9 monitoring sites. The locations of monitors and 
o major sources of so2 are shown in figure 1. The 
i monitor located at the South Unit of Theodore 
2 Roosevelt National Park provides SO2 measurements 
3 representative of the Class I area, while the Dunn 
4 monitor is located about 60 kdometers east of 
f Teddy Roosevelt National Park. Distances from the 
6 Dunn monitor, which actually is missing from the 
7 figure, but it 's located roughly there, range from 
8 about 50 kilometers to 105 kilometers from the 
3 group of plants located to the east of both the 
3 Dunn monitor and the South Unit monitor, which is 
1 located down here, whereas the &stances from the 
2 South Unit monitor to those sources range from 
3 about 125 to 175 lulometers, so almost twice as far 
4 -- the South Unit monitor is almost twice as far 
5 from thls group of sources as the Dunn monitor. 
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1 
2 performed by the Department show predicted peak 
3 3-hour average and 24-hour average concentrations 
1 for the year are within a factor of two of observed 
5 concentrations at both monitor locations. Keep in 
j mind with regard to thts discussion that some of 
7 the results presented yesterday by Mr. Paine 
3 relating to the importance of including background 
> concentrations when doing this comparison, which 
1 ilie not included in what I'm discussing here; I 'm 
I simply referring to the performance results as 
2 performed by the Department. 
5 Results for the South Unit monitor show a 
i consistent bias of overprediction of peak 3-hour 
j and 24-hour average concentrations, while results 
i for the Dunn monitor show little or no bias between 
1 predictions and -- peak pre&ctions and 
i observations. With comparisons based on only one 

year of data from two sites, it is not possible to 
) establish a clear pattern of model performance 

applicable to all of the Class I areas of concern. 
! What data exists in the Class I area suggests an 
1 overpredction bias at the South Unit, but 
I additional performance evaluation data are needed. 
I The description of the performance 

Results of the limited comparison 

May 6,7 & 8,2002 
Page 56: 

I evaluation in the 2002 Depaxtment report indicates 
2 the Calmet and Calpuff were tested with a variety 
3 of options and parametem settings, but tlus 
4 testing has not been described in reports and no 
s data pertaining to the evaluation study has been 
6 released to us on request by either the Department 
i or EPA Region 8. It is therefore unclear exactly 
8 how the Department selected the final model options 
9 and settings, or whether the chosen settings 

10 provided better performance at the South Unit 
1 1  monitor than any of the other alternatives that 
12 were considered. 
13 A &agnostic evaluation is a kc:; component 
14 of performance testing whch  I find to be missing 
1 5  in all of the work performed to date. Diagnostic 
I6 analysis looks for characteristic patterns 
I 7 associated with peak observed concentrations and 
18 then examines whether peak predictions follow 
I9  similar patterns. For example, peak observed 
20 concentrations may show distinct seasonal or 
21 &mal patterns, or may be associated with 
!2 specific types of meteorological conditions. The 
23 goal of diagnostic analysis is to assess whether 
!d the model is correctly accounting for the processcs 
25 that lead to high concentrations. EPA guidance on 
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1 model performance testing recommcnds diagnostic 
2 analysis as a basic component of perfomancc 
3 evaluation. The Department's report docs not 
4 describe any such analysis, and, of course, we 
5 don't have any such report from EPA 
6 A comparison of the seasonal pattcrns of 
7 observed and prehcted 24-hour average peak values 
8 based on the EPA modeling illustrates the typc of 
9 information that can be developed through 
0 diagnostic analysis. This frequency comparison, by 
1 the way, is meant more to illustrate the kind of -- 
2 the h n d  of evaluation that's nccded and to 
3 illustrate what a diagnostic analysis can show, but 
4 it 's not intended to bz an ideal example of such an 
5 analysis for a couple of reasons. First of all, 
6 the data that we were using in thls particular case 
i is comparing EPA's peak increment predictions for 

. 8  the years 1990 to '94 -- this is the modeling -- 

.9  Calpuff modeling with the Department settings -- 
!O versus observed concentrations for the Teddy 
!I Roosevelt South Unit for the years 1998 to 2001. 
!2 
!3 the simple reason that the South Unit monitor was 
!4 not operating through the 1990 to '94 period, but I 
!5 th~nk thts captures iust tk general flavor of what 

We don't have a dxect match in time for 
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1 the peak prelctions and observations illustrate. 
2 
3 increment predictions by EPA so they include not 
4 the impact of all sources, but only the impact of 
5 the increment-consuming soqces. But what we do 
6 see is that the peak observed concentrations, t h ~ s  
7 is the frequency -- this frequency -- the frequency 
8 distributions for observed concentrations represent 
9 peak 24-hour average concentrations in excess of 5 
o rmcrograms per meter cubed -- no, I 'm sony, 6 
1 micrograms per meter cubed whereas the peak 
2 predcted values are any increment precbctions 
3 above 5 micrograms per meter cubed. What we see IS 

4 peak observations occur predominantly, in fact 
5 almost overwhehngly, during the ulnter season, 
6 whereas the peak predictions occur most frequently 
7 in the spring, and only rarely do we have high 
8 predictions in the winter. 
9 One of the factors for ttus particular 
o comparison that leads to the low frequency -- I 
I believe to the low frequency of high predmions in 
2 the EPA increment analysis during the winter is the 
3 fact that, as we've seen before, EPA in their 
4 increment analysis completely left out the oil and 
5 gas sources, so in fact if what we're seeing in the 

1 observed data is strongly influenced by oil and gas 
2 sources, you would not expect the model to be able 
3 to predict a correspondmg peak unless you put 
4 those sources in the model. 
5 This type of frequency distribution 
6 analysis, though, is a critical part of diagnostic 
7 anaiysis, both for 3-hour and 24-hour 
8 concentrations, and should have been performed, and 
9 we would recommend it for any future modeling. 
0 Having evaluated performance for calendar 
1 year 2000, the Department and EPA could, and 
2 should, also have performed increment analysis 
3 using the 2000 data set. Perhaps modeling other 
4 years, as well, but certainly modeling increment 
5 consumption for the year 2000. Since model 
5 performance was tested only for a single year, it 
7 is unclear whether performance results that were 
S obtained for 2000 are representative of how the 
? model would perform for other years such as 1990 to 
I 1994. That's particularly true because in fact 
I there was a different amount of meteorological data 
2 used for the 2000 -- for the year 2000 modeling. 
3 There was a total of 32 surface stations providing 
! meteorology for the 2000 year compared to only 25 
j in 1990 to '94. So we would certainly for future 

Another thmg to keep in mind, these are 
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I modeling recommend using the same year to evaluate 
2 the model and to perform increment analysis. 
3 
4 perform any sort of model performance evaluation 
5 either for the settings that they used 
6 correspondmg to the Department's modeling or to 
7 the IWAQM option that they ran, as well. 
8 
9 demonstrated in the limited Department evaluation 

10 for the South Unit monitor. and uith adhtional SO: 
1 i monitoring data now available from the North Unit 
12 since the middle of 208 1.  z more comprehensive 
13 systematic analysis 7: iiwdel sensitivity and model 
14. performance to evaluape a broader range of options 
1: for the application of Calmet and Calpuff is 
16 clearly warranted. If such an analysis were 
17 undertaken, options that need to be considcred 
18 include the following: 
19 First, apply Calmet in conjuction with a 
20 prognostic mesoscale meteorological model, such as 
2 1  the Penn State hthts model. You heard all about that 
2 2  in spades yesterday. I won't belabor that point. 
2 3  Mr. Paine talked about it in far more detail than 
24 I 'm prepared to, and in fact illustrated how that 
2' would be done and why it's of valuc. 

As we've noted earlier, EPA &d not 

In light of the predxtion bias 
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1 Second, investigate use of a finer grid. 
2 Again, Mr. Paine illustrated an example of how that 
3 can be done. Twelve layers is the maximum that the 
4 model allows in vertical. Two to five kilomctcrs 
5 IS certainly better resolution in horizontal. 
6 
7 options, but, equally important, if you're going to 
8 do that kind of sensitivity analysis, document the 
9 results in such a way that the public and any 

10 independent rcviewers can see what was done and can 
I 1 in fact assess the merits of the choices that are 
12 made. 
13 
14 noted before, if the modeling were cxtendcd to 
I 5 200 1, there is data available from the North Unit 
16 and it would be particularly valuable to have at 
17 least two data points within the Class I areas 
18 rathcr than one. 
19 
20 increment analysis and evaluating model performance 
2 1  for the same year -- year or years. Again, as Bob 
22 Paine pointed out yesterday, if M M ~  data werc uscd, 
23 there is regulatory precedent for only performing 
24 an increment analysis based on one year of data 
25 given the effort and expense that's associated with 

Third, investigate a wider range of model 

Third, additional recommendations as 1 

As 1 noted before, we recommend performing 
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I running MM5. 
2 And, finally, as I noted before, but will 
3 reiterate, it's critical to perform a &agnostic 
4 analysis to ensure that peak pre&ctions and 
5 observations occur for similar conditions. 
6 Just very quickly to look at the 
7 prediction bias, again, this was lscussed in some 
8 detail yesterday by Bob Paine, but prediction bias 
9 at the South Unit is -- or as illustrated by the 

10 data in the Department's performance comparison at 
I 1 the South Unit is important if one puts it next to 
1 2  the modeling that was performed by EPA Region 8. 
.3  In essence, to cut quickly to the bottom line of 
4 it, for the 3-hour average predictions, if you look 

. 5  at the performance data for the South Unit and you 
,6 look at the highest second hgh increment 
7 prehction in EPA's modeling for the South Unit, we 
8 see that peak 3-hour prelctions were hgh by the 
9 factor of 1.3 to 1.85. The peak increment 

!O predxtion for 1990 to '94 in EPA's analysis was 
! I  only 1.27 times the Class I increment, at least for 
!2 the South Unit. With no bias there would be no 
!3 hghest second h g h  exceedence of the 3-hour 
!.i increment. 
i5 

1 peak 24-hour values are h g h  there by 1.35 to 1.85, 
2 again, similar to -- Bob Paine went through these 
3 results yesterday to some extent. If you actually 
4 put them next to EPAS predictions, there's one 
5 high value -- the hgi-test second high for 1990 is 
6 quite a bit higher than the demonstrated bias, but, 
? otherwise, for 1991 through 1994, again, the 
8 increment predictions at the South Unit are 
9 consistent with the degree of bias in the modcl 
0 consistent with a conclusion that in fact no 
1 increment violation is predicted w i h n  the 
2 uncertainty of the model. 
3 

4 back, once again, to thixhng about the measured 
5 concentrations and what they tell us relative to 
6 the increment predictions that came out of the EPA 
? Region 8 modeling both for the Department's 
8 modeling options, as well as the W A Q M  settings, 
9 and simply compare the prelcted increment 
0 consumption based on the 1994. l h s  happens to be 
I just for the South Unit. Compare the increment 
2 predictions for the 1994 period to the most recent 
3 years of modeling. l h s  is actually data from 1998 
4 to 200 I .  The South Unit monitor was not operating 
5 previously. 

For the.24-hour increment, essentially the 
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Finally, I h n k  it 's worthwhile to come 
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1 But what we see is that the peak prelcted 
2 -- peak increment preQctions for both modeling 
3 options, and these are the impacts only of the 
4 increment consumers, during I990 to '93 are hgher. 
5 and certainly for the WAQM settings, substantially 
6 hrgher, than the total concenuations that have 
7 been observed in the South Unit for a corresponlng 
8 period of time. 7°K peak 24-hour values are 
9 roughly -- for the WAQM option they're roughly 

10 double what was.observed, and even with the 
11 Depamnent settings the peak 24-hour impacts are 
12 considerab!y h ihe r .  And similar ~ l t h  the 3-hour. 
13 

1 4  spek-xrs and just to reiterate, Calpuff is not yet 
1 5  a gudeline model. Some type of performance 
16 evaluation is warranted before you would apply I t  

17 for this type of PSD analysis. EP.4 has not 
18 conducted or at least has not documcntcd any 
19 performance evaluation or validation study of model 
20 performance specific to its application of 
2 1  Calpuff. Documentation of thc scnsitivlty analysis 
22 conducted by the Department to sclcct an 
2 3  alternative modeling approach is incomplctc. 
24 Technical basis for choosing specific modcl options 
25 and Darameter values is not adcauatclv cxplained. 

;.,I conclusion, as noted by a number of 
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I Other options that wcrc cvaluatcd arc not 
2 described. And modcl pcrformancc for thc IU'AQM 
3 option is not documcntcd. 
4 

5 I area impacts. modcl pcrformance rcsults for thc 
6 alternative approach show systcmatic ovcrprcdiction 
7 bias for peak conccntrations. Modcl rcsults for 
8 the IU'AQM also arc inconsistcnt with actual so2 -* 

9 observed soz conccntrations. 
1 0  

I I rcgarding model validity for purposcs of cvaluating 
1 2  North Dakota incrcmcnt consumption, a more complctc 
13 and comprehcnsivc modcl cvaluation study is 
14 needed. Such a study should, at a minimum, use 
15 additional so2 measurements for both thc South Unit 
16 and North Unit, use mctcorological data for ttle 
17 same period that is uscd in thc incrcmcnt modcling, 
1 8  and, three, assess whcthcr pcak predictions and 
19 observations occur for similar cvcnts. Thank you. 
20 MR. SCHWINDT Thank you, Mr. Londcrgan. 
2 1  We will allow some questions of Mr.  Londcrgan aftcr 
22 the lunch break. Why don't wc try to rcconvcnc 
23 about 1 : 15 or so this aftcmoon. Thank you. 
14 

25 

. 
At the one monitor rcprcscntativc of Class 

Prior to reaching any conclusions 

(Recess taken at 1209 p.m. to 1 : 17 p.m.) 
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MR. SCHWINCT: When we broke for lunch, 
2 
3 

El:. Londergan had lust finished his presentation and 
we were going to allow some quesuons of h m .  

MAY 6, 7 ,  and 8 ,  2002 
- - _  
. i  " .  

I nave one myself, if I can find my notes 
agair. Yo, referenced in your testunony that there 
were sone coments by EPA's office of Air Quality 
Pia:.ning ana Stanaards on the modeling by EPA Regic:. 

ee consiaered, and you rexenced that tnere was 
some type of a documecr to that effect. Are  yo^ 

going to be siarLtting copies of that docinen:: 

yos  . 
E X .  S 3 h ' X T :  Okay. All right. And tner, 

are eacKg:ckn3 concentrations nonally included i? 

any Rodeling analysis that is conductea i n  otne: 
areas of tne country' 

I that suggested that other modd options shoulo 

F?. LCK32RGAh: We got -- we go: 1: f:m 

MP. LONDERGAh: Yes. 
MP. S C H K N X :  GKay.  Any otne: qdes:ions? 

Pa:: * 

MF ' t .  C,r, nok locg ao yo:: fee- yo; 
cod!:: no13 s a x l e  w::r.ou: it s:arting tc 
aeter:orate- 

MX. LC83EFX;: I'r no: - -  I a s n ' t  nave 
tna: kina of expeztise on the measureFe2t s l o e .  

.-. 
> L -  

ke've act meascremen: peopie he:e tha: have a lo: 
ixre exper:ise thar ,  I. 

M;. GFEEh. 1s there anybody here tha: 
ccuid anske: :ce qilestion? 

FP. SCH'kINDT: irlhat was the questior, agair.' 
MF. LOKDERGAN: The pes:ion was ho. lcng 

car, one hold a sample before it begics tc 
deteriorate? And l ' n  not sure ever, wnat type of 
saiiple yo, were referring to. 

MR. GPEEK: Any air sarriple  yo^ are taking. 
MF. LGNDE?GFJi: Well, the anbier,; air 

meassrenwm tna: we're referrag to are not base3 
07 a saiipie. 
they're continuously monitoring a gas strear :ha:, 
you know, which is lust an air sample tna: passes 
trirouqh the instrument and is sampled coctinLodsly. 

MF. GTJEh: That's the answer 1 was looking 
fc: 

MR. LGWXRGAN:  Okay. 
MR. GREEK: That's the ozly way to analyze 

it. The reason I ask is, the State Health used to 
nave a sm:!e t ra i ler  lust north of Beulah, ey Pcu:e 
2 0 0 .  They hac a vacuum pump there. Tney aia nave a 

The)'re actually a coE:ir:zLs -- 

2 4  
2 5  

heater in there, means of air conditioning, 
hopefully to keep the ambient temperature on 7 0 ,  
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Vmont -- o: John Notar r e f e r r e d  LO t h e  o t h e r  day 
r e l a t i n g  t o  th ings  lire p o t e n t i a l  for  a c i d i c  
aeDos::ioc, that Kina c i  th ing ,  bst t h a t ' s  a wfi~le 
separate tin? of :hifig. 
you wo.:ia expect t o  have rcinlmai Irrqact on ai: 
p i i t y  r e l a t e d  vaiues in t h e  win ter .  

M?. WITHAH: Yo:! m e a ,  in other  words, t h e  
higher concec t ra t i ons  i n  t h e  win ter  would t end  t o  
have less impact :ha. i f  they  would have occurred i n  
tne s ~ ~ n e : ;  i s  w5a: y x ' r e  saying? 

As fa r  as t h e  SG2, per SS,  

M;,. L3XJEE;;kti : kgh:. Yea::. High i q a c t  
E of g:eate: CGT.C~;Z .  

:;ea: CT. ,me c i  ycnr p;:r,:s in tens o f ,  i t h i n k  we 
g r a x  :r,a: what bo th  5P.k and t h e  Pepartmec: has done 

together a d r a f t  mode! and we used a mode! 
tr,a: ha::': ?one :kcugh t h e  hearin; process  tna: 
v3;; r . 4  :c have tne nodei approved f o r  a p p l i c a t i o n  
*'. .- k+k --.I Cakc:a a x  I: nas n o t  ye: been approve3 ~y 

. < ,..,t 

. .  

spte: as a g u r a d i n e  model under 

L: IS:.': -- c:ven t h a t ,  poc're not s a -  
nee: 10 d; 211 those th:cgs before  we -- * * . C  ... 

he fc re  :he Departme?: car. a i d r e s s  t h e  issue cf 
wcetter :he S I P  i s  cu:recc!y a d e p a t e  or ro: ic 

562 
*c..-< * -  wko.k,pT 'he -,- ___.,.- ,I ._..._. . a d _  r:C icxemen: i s  -- whethe: 
*ier- 1 -,..-: " 0 -- 

MF. L3NDERGAK: N3. You k n o b ~ ,  I mean, i cc 
Lable i n  t h e  over.:! ccztex: ir. 

ac:icipa::cc :hat yo:: nay be going i n t o  a hear ing 
prscess re:a:rve :c, you knok., g e t t i n g  inpa: on t h e  
. m e - i a g  :: so a  bet:^: job of docuer.:in; ssze ii 
1r.e work tnac's beer, cione r e i a t i v e  t o  sensit::..-.' 
analysis ar.6 noaei performance, bzt i think ha 
dme t h a t ,  i thinr., yo11 know, wh i l e  i t ' s  no t  :deal, 
cer:a:nly, ycu know, there are -- you knov, as T've 
:cd:cated, t h e r e  are areas for pc:er,tial 
irr.provemen:. I t b k  i n  genere i  t h e  f r a w w 2 r x  t h a t  
yc:'ve gc: i s  woikaS!e. 

YK. h'ITS".h": A!: r i g h t .  I don't have any 
c tne r  p s t 1 c r . s .  

!??. O'CikI?: Mr, Londergan, Terry O'Clair, 
S t a t e  Bea::h Depa:tmest. You t a l k e d  a lit:!e b i t  
a h t  ser,s;t;vity analysis.  Do you have any 
reco?uw.xiations as far as what wocld t h a t  e x q a s s  
i f  we were t o  dc f u r t h e r  s e n s i t i v i t y  testinq? Are 
ysc i o c ~ c ?  a: cce year, tuo  years ,  five yea:s? 

I t h i n k  i n  genera l  t h e  one 

. .  

Yf. ;XDLEC.F,!i: 
:L year a a t e  1 s  ase?ua:e for doing t h a t  kina of 

se-si:iv:ty t e s t in?  an.? we'd be happy t o  prov:ae ^ C  
- 2  

: y - r - 7 -  I 6 kSS3fIATES 255-3513 Page 581 to Page 584 



DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH HEARING, MAY 6, 7 ,  and 8, 2002 - - -  .. 

1 
2 

4 
c 

t 

i 

E 

1C 
11 
12 
I! 
14 
1 5 
16 

1E 

2c 
21 
2 2  
2 3  
2: 
2 5  

u 

3 7  
L l  

. *  
*, 

. . .  ... "._ 

> 1  j .  

for ways t o  cut back  eriss:cns ar,5 i i e  ii:_. m e t  a * -  
f u t u r e  mandates ;c fx ther  re::ce. 

democs:ra:ed t:emendoils rs5x:icr.s i c  ec:ssiocs 
:r,rccgh volun:ary e f f o r t s .  
me: and encieavo: t o  exceed a r y  new requiremects. 

aF;:;cable iaw, app:op:iate 
C G X O ~  s e n s e .  Wnee co?s ide  
Grea: k v e r  Energy does nc: b e l i e w  that d ia f :  
m3deling cmducted LO d a t e  :s ar: azcr;p:iate bas:s 
fc: any rea l l la tory  a::ic:.. ka:ne:, as we've 
explained, we believe that a c t u a l  monitored daci! 
conc;~::e!y establishes tha: a i r  q u a l i t y  i s  be in?  
adeqdately p r o t e c t e d  and :ha: deference  should be 
qiven t o  t h i s  very real  icforr;.a:ioc. 

de te rmina t ion  should be made that t h e  Nt::t Dakota 
s ta te  mplementa t ion  p l a n  i s  adequate  t o  prevent  
s i c n i f i c a n t  d e t e r i o r a t i o n  o f  a:r u u a i i t v .  Thank 

lary, Grea: i;ive: Ss2r;y has 

k'e're a l s o  c o m i t t e d  t c  

rements, however, milst be based on 

As a res';!:, ye believe :ha: a 

, 
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2 F k L - b y - p i a z :  b a s i s ,  %her, a ~a:::cela!: p l ~ t  
w x L a  increase its applicatiocs in ~ c n s  per ye31 

3ve: a c e r t a i r ,  amuz:. 
t i  ::p,piy readjust t h e  pero:ts and :ad: xay 

1.r. toris pe: year  arid t ~ a :  way we probab ly  would:.': 
have t c  iook a t  doin9 a period:: revieii, u n l e s s  f c r  
some reascr those p e m i t  l i m i t s  changed. 

mow I ' K  ]us: throwing this a t  you acd 
yas dm':  n e c e s s a r i l y  have t o  answe: today,  t ~ :  

cor-!ei.:s c: thx;?.:s CT, those a x  :be fairness :: 
your p a r t i c u i a r  corr.par,y. Aed pa:: o f  :he r e a s x  : 
asked yo3 t h i s  i s  t h e  iac: :hiat :he Depa::mnt 
acknowiedge tha: p u :  company has v o l u n t a r i l y  done 
red:c:ions beyocd wha:'s been r e p i r e d  and there's 
s3.n.e fairness issues on the four options there .  

FS. ROTi.:: Fe l l ,  1 a c t u a l l y  appreciate :te 
q u e s t i o n  a i x ,  by t h e  MY,  I appreciate your  
recognition of Grea: P.iver Energy's e f f c r t s .  i 
wou!d l i k e  t o  comen: ori it. I guess  what I would 
l ike t o  dc  i s  coiner,: or, ar. approacr, tna: 1 wogld 
favor and a i s o  make a comnent on an ap?roac!: tha: I 
L i d 6  no: favor .  

firs: of all, I think i: was the second one 

. I  

, ,  And a focrth op:ion XGLi ia  Ce 

,.r-i,ahi ,,.,i.--.y w::ldc': -- a r i  p:: or. each p lant a l i ~ :  

I .  

somerhln; yoc cscid coment  OL, ]us: bas,ca:ly yo:: 

- .  
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1 593 
: :t analyzed? 

: individual  t o  answer t h a t  a s  well. This  is perhaps 
MS. ROTH: I'm probably not  t h e  bes t  

-; I-- ': 
around tne Class I a reas  of Korth C a K m  i s  t h e  test 
in the natior. and cc:.::cues t o  i m p x v e  due t o  the 

EKIKETI.: b ASSOCIATES Page 593 to Page 596 



5 5 7  
the o i l  and gas industry t o  reduce SO2 m s s i o n s  has 
had a s ign i f icant  pos i t ive  *act on North Dakota's 
a x  qua l i ty .  

Tne Class  i a i r  amhien: a i r  monitoring a a i i  
as presented by the North Dakota Department of 
healtn testunony e a r l i e r  ve r i f i e s  the evidence t h a t  
positive improvement, including a graph presentea D) 
! ~ ~ t r ,  Dakota Department of Health of the downward 
trenc of the amien: SO2 ::ncentrations. 

the horn LaKota Department of health moaelin? 
p:otocol supp:::~ wcat we have see: fro; &~bren: a i r  
mociioring data io date .  I t  i s  c lear ly  u c a e r s t w  
:ha: a r m e x  a x  mocitcring iccatiocs co nc: cow: 
a11 receprcrs :n t ne  C l a s s  1 area ar.3 03  not taRe 
into a c c o x t  all pcte~tia: meteorologica! 
conaitiocs.  however, tnis a a t a  should ce usea t o  
help E uncerstana wxr  impact nis:o:ical increner.: 
CCCSLTers ve:s.!s Incremec: expanaers Lave ha2 sn :r.e 
Ciass i areas .  Tcis cata s n o u h  be u t i l i zed  t o  g i v e  
ttx agenc) gdiaance ir. s e t t i n s  moaeling prc:occ: :c 
best preaict  fsture a i r  qua l i ty .  

:r. s ~ x a : ) ,  as t h e  process coctinues ar.c ke 

move beyona t h e  m?ae:-cg ir,crenect -- :he iwie!icg 
cf tne mrerrer.: t c  set t ic?  reyuxecexs t o  e;"iss::r 

Tr.e hc::n DaKcia Pe:roie&% Council be l ieves  

CkK 
" < -  

!iritations, we must e n s x e  tha: the h is rc r ica-  
Lncresent expancers a re  accounted far accura:e,:, a x  
justly.  The o i l  and gas icdus:,y erissicr. 
red:ctions m s t  be incorporatea inrc  cne prxess  a x  
f a l i y  recogeizec i n  the fu ture .  The vc l a t i i e  na tLre  
of the oil aca gas in3us:ry has created r x r .  
uncertain:) ir.  Scrth 3aKota. The SLate c:s: 
recogsize the ~ a j o r  icvestments macie by tne o:! an: 
gas ina:s:ry ic reaucing emissions, 
requirements t h a t  impose aaditiona! f inace-a-  
mrdens k i l l  nave a negative :!-,?act cp. ~ L S  
inadstry.  This may very well lip:: tne fut::e 
expansion of tne oil ana aas indus:ry ic ho::n 
DdKOta ana h i t  i t s  ac i l i ty  t o  provide energy t o  
tne nation. Tnis u lumate ly  could have a negative 
irrpac: cn jobs, tax revenues i n  western hcrth DaKota 
ana :ne S ta te  cf North Dakota. Thank YOU. An3 i f  
you have any questions, I ' d  be g l a a  t o  answer the::. 

MF'. SCHKINDT: Thank yos, Mr. Day, Ar,y 
qses:ions7 Seeing none, t h a n k  you. 

MF'.  DAY: Thank you. 
HF'. SCH'dIti3T: Next, I ' d  l i ke  t o  c a l l  on 

h e k  

Minnkota Power. 
2 4  MR. GRAVES: Good afternoon. Ny nme i s  
2 5  John Graves. I'R the envirorienta! manager for 
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another a l t e r n a t i v e  would be t o  a d f u s t  t h e  CEMs data  
as  we!!. 

Wnen ca!ciilating eession r a t e s ,  t h e  
ana lys i s  strives t o  use cocsiste:.: methodology fo: 
deterxnin;  e x s s i c n s  i n  t h e  base year  and t h e  
c3;rreet year ::, order t o  provide coaqarabie  da ta  
sets. This  car. result i n  e:roneous r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  
e c i s s i o n  r a t e s ,  The e q h a s i s  should be on using t h e  
most accura te  r a t e s  consistent with t h e  lega l  
3ef:c:t:or.s, regard less  cf t h e  metnodology use:. i c  
cc:ax :her,* 

sh:rt-te:r. exss:on r a t e s  is iiithoi;; a sound basis. 
P n : c a l l y ,  1. poie: c lants  condue; a u n i f o x  r a t i n g  cf 
a e ~ e r a t i r , ~  eyaxen:  t e s t  a: leas; annual ly .  I t ' s  

these r e s t s  tLiiCe a yea:. 

po.nn; -., .+_ Gc* c 2 : ^ . . l  . - iLbLat in ;  :he base yea: 

. .  

y know:: as arl LIEGE; t e s c .  Soice plac:s i2 
This meacs t h e  b d e r s  

operate a t  t h e i r  r8aximr,  capac i ty  for a t  leas: 
. .  l c a i i y ,  the b c i l e r  will be a t  r t i s  

ve noxs .  This was take: i n t o  
;:r- ' 2  :he C M Z  d a t a ,  b u t  :s not take:. 

_..." . T + r  a:xx.: wxr. :he E?D, u t i l i z e d  t h e  AP--42 

generate5 i i z t a ,  I::? r t a x i r m  alioLiabie e~,iss:cr. 
rates v ; x z  ~e a rc:e r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  e rxs ie : ,  lor 
Y . 9  sh : : - tex  :ates. 

. ,  

2 4  
I 2 5  

61: 
:p,e a-,:*a:ie erss icn  r a t e  should be 

F ,  Young Sta t ior .  Uni: 2 in :he 
remect; t h a t  i s ,  i f  yon a r e  goin; 
ze cna: Montana Class iceremen: 
hod i s  p r e f e r a b i e  as t h e  s ~ c e  

.:as n e t  ye: a:ta:nea normal opera t ion  f o r  a pe::o~ 
c: ti; years .  

P:ocess:r,g P k . :  a x  Cakota Gas:ficatic? Plact 
3 53: r.ave m e ?  x l u d e d  i n  the increnect 

ana,ys,s as : m e  so,:ces were grantea  var :axes  
i:sy t?.e PS3 :xrei?'er.t consmpt ior .  res:r:cticns wen  
:ne Fezera! Land Manager ce: t i f ied t h e r e  ws;!:: ee n? 
a3:e:se irpct due t o  t h e  p r o l e e t e a  increases A the 
an3ier.t concer.:rat:o~ of criteria p o l l u t a n t s ,  Linen 
t r e y  were eerr:tie3. Tnese scu:ces s n o i z  o2iy 
CG,:: a?a-es: : I ~ C  aiternatt  increment a s  proviaed ir. 
paragra;.: !r: of tX Clean Air Act. 

a c t J a i  eT;.issiccs fo: eacc u n i t .  
has, ana 1 q ~ o i e ,  th:s seems !iKe t h e  representative 
z e x x  cf se:errin:ng cur rec t -year  e m s i o n s  a x  
proviaes a rssonar!e estimate of vors t -case  
c o n x i i c n s  t h a t  m y  reoccur i n  t h e  f i i tu re .  However, 

Tw; sources, the  L i t t l e  Knife Gas 

. r _  

r r -  r . r ~  E ? X  a c a l y s : ~  uses the 50th percentile 
The DaSiS fo: t h i s  

I 
::is 1s ccxrary :3 the  North Dakota A d w m t r a t i v e  
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established baseline i s  allowable under the North 
Dakota A k x s t r a t i v e  Code 33-15-15, the  approach 
wh::k has been referred t o  previously as  the M.M. 

When calculating e m s i o n  ra tes ,  we suppo:: 
:he S ta t e ' s  metkodology for using the  annual 
en:ssiocs on a ton-per-year bas i s ,  Additionally, 
North Dakota Admnistrative Code 33-15-15 indicates 
t h a t  the actual e n s s i o n s  mast eqdal the average 
r a t e  ic : o x  per year. a t  which the uni t  actually 
e ~ i i t e :  tne cosraxnan: dcring the two-year per io i  
. ,,.LLL:, .r . p h  ~ r e c e a e - l  :ne par:icular date and which i s  
:epsec;a:;ve c f  ncrrr2i source o p e i a 2 3 r . .  

 her. a so;::? has been issue: 2 ?j'.2r 
c;nstrcc:, b;: has n:: entered c c m :  ;.xra:icr,s fc: 

Deparm:.: ria:/ p r e s r  .e :tat the source-specific 
a l l o s a i l e  exss i cz :  fcr :he uni t  are e q i v a l e n t  t c  
:he a c t i d  er,;ssicr.s. T h i s  p a r t x u l a r  s e t  of 

s m h o d c i o w  ,- snocii be applied 
wter. calcclat:no :he easeline er2ss:cr.s fc: licit 2 ,  

er.::s:or. ra:es ciic:iate3 cs 

2 two-yea: DC:~O~ precedlrig t h e  ~ a r t ; ~ ~ l i i r  date,  the 

EC t ?  K L ~ C Y .  F.. Y O U C ~ ' S  U n i t  2 .  

c2:e-l ;reviocsly, wher. cc:~pa:iP.G 
. .  . 

c make then conparabie ;c 

s)s:er;s on particula: plan:: here ;pJ e:::: a:.: 
reaaing h i99  by as &ii;t as  2i perce?.: 
::m p l a n t  t o  plant. 

~,.,.,~1oss i c  ou: t 
refe:erce metnsds un 

: -- :axe:, ir,  tile case c i  LL: ;, w e  *ere we:- 
reaaing by approximately -- by a s  n ~ c k  a s  10 pe:ce?: 
ana, actually, *le were as t i g n  as i7 percent  a: 
va::ci~s times. 

errcr exists even i n  tr,e 22;; aata? 

:ire ~ e r i c i d  ir,  which WE maae C'N corre::;cns, for 
tr.e 65s: par: i t  coes, yes. 

Y ? .  SCHKiNDli :  O k a y .  Tnanr, yo,. Any o:%: 
questions' Lyle. 

#?. WITHW: Mr. Graves, Lyle k : tna~,  
Attorney General 's Office.  N:. Graves, sorreboa, 
naae the coment a t  l u x n  t h a t  t h i s  hea:ing has been 
cr.aracterized by English malois giving opinions on 
ecs ineer ln j  qbestions ano engineers g:ving Opinion 
c: legal questions.  i aon ' t  ivant t o  compound tha: 
by asking y o i  t h i s  question, but t h i s  case does 

:: i'3:-e: 

ke were not a b l e  t c  i y l e : ~ :  t :xe  
"̂ .rp̂ t 

,as: yea:. SO h e  GC Kilo* t L S t  !:I itlf CdS? Cf + 

HP. S C H W I N X :  

MF. GPJSES: Fc: the  ncst -- cue t o  t h e  

Co you 9el:eve t k e  sarre 

: too ls .  They must be used v i t h  comon sense. \cl 
1 cannot make your decisions based so le ly  on Ekes. 
! k.en looking a t  the  S t a t e ' s  model r e su l t s ,  t?,e fa:: 
: :cat the r e su l t s  were very conservative Dases c- t ' . ~  
! cverpredic tab i l r ty  of the  C a l p f f  moae: an:! t~ 
t trend of the measured anibient a i r  cor.cec:ra::cc for - $;!fur aioxide a: tne Tneozcre Reosevel: La::or.a: 
E Park Eiorth and Soctn Un::s over the las: 2 1  years, 
3 i t  i s  not only c lear  t na t  the S t a t e ' s  p p c s e o  
: c e t e x i c a t i o n  tna t  the North DaKota SIP i s  aae+?ti  

t c  protect the Class I incremests i s  awrce:;a:e, .. 
1 Dct tha t  no chanaes i n  the various air perr i tz  
! issued by the Department a re  necessa:! a t  LX 

This concludes my t e s t i n m ,  
5 t.appy t o  take any questions that ye- r a ~  nave 
6 MR. SCHWINDT: I have one, M:. Graves. - 

Have you calculatea tne d i f f e r e x e  i y  races ::I 
tw3 f a c i l i t i e s  based or. A ? - 4 2  f ac tors  versus k;:: 
:he CEMs data  indicates '  

kas  Dased not on tha:, per se, DL: cr :?e fa:: :: 
s m e  cf the moael iy  -- ra the:  sose c :  t:e a - r  

.r ! S ? C  tr,e EPA revises :pel: referer,:? 
EL%, because i: was r e c o c z e 3  tr.3: :r.e CEK: 

: n;,-: i"f 

MR. CRAVES: Lo, ive have n::. K) sia:ere-: 
: 

ted bq the CEHs s y s t e r  c:r;c; :cat time ::a?? 
t -  - 
5 
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i n v d v e  m x e d  ques t ions  of law and engineer ing  t h a t  
a re  p r e t t y  hard t o  s e p a r a t e ,  express  i n  Engl i sh .  

I'm not  c l e a r  from your tes tunony what 

I 2 4  heard another  staterzc: s i m i l a r  t o  :ha: r e c e n t l y  a x  
,.? I?) :t was t h a t  a!! mode!s a re  wrong, but s o x  models 

you're  saying i n  tenr.5 of what data we should be 
mode!ing i n  t e r n s  of SIP compliance review here. 
Are yoc suggest ing we should be using al lowable 
exss ions  i n  t h e  models for t h a t ,  or should we be 
using a c t u a l  enissions? 

den3:,s:ra:eif ys: bci, t h a t  c e r t a i n l y  using a c t u a l  
e x s s i c n s  i s  withi:. :he r e g u l a t i o n s .  iiouever, it 

has beer. pJ:r,:ei 
also 5. acceptable :c E? tne al lowable missions as 

ME. GRAVES: 1 t h i n k  t h e  S t a t e  has 

by o:her speakers that i~ nay 

.. we,* * 

h'ITF-v!: K ~ a t  a m :  t h e  quest:on t h a t  I 
ask& b!:. Fry yesterday,  t h a t  t h e  Statement i n  the  
premhle t o  the '8C r u l e s  t h a t  i f  increment 
c a l c d a t i o n s  were base5 on allowable e ~ s z i c n s ,  2F.A 
Delieves t h a t  Lncremec: vio!ations would be 
inappropriateiy predic ted  and, i n  f a c t ,  when i n  :he 
past ~ X E L ~ C ; ,  ic fa::, lo: t h e  Minnkota faci!::y 
> + c - : =  we use< _ _  ... L . - r & L ,  '92 when we d i d  t h a t  d:aft 

. .  

aqai:., tna: was a a:aft modeling e x e r c x e ,  
ctl3r.s p o i n t  showed vlo!atiocj 

s:c;la: t o  w9e: tne  nodelin:, was d3ne oc the 
,. ~ 

C.L 

c3del 1: : u ~ L .  So wed6 yoc ccment  on 

K?. GRAVES: h'ocld you repeat t ta :  :as: 

F:Tii.@: I guess my general  ques:ior. 
R P Y - 1  k*A  -*or. :here a;a:r>l 

eady Know when we use al iowabie em:ss:cnj 
us ing  several  d i f f e r e n t  models tha: ineregent 
v:o!a:ions are pre&cte3. We don't kncri whether 
~ . a .  s the  case wher, you use ac tua l  emssions.  

GRAVES: i th ink  i n  t h e  case of where 
y x  have a u r i t  that  has no: reached n o m a l  
cpe:atiocs tha: -- which ncrmally -- wtich woi3 

+ I  

hose baseiine -- t o  a baseiir.5 
a:ions Rive the S:a:e the o;::cr, 

of using tne ai iowable emissions and : :kink tha: 
wosld be a p c r c p r i a t e .  

wha: goes in:o the base l ine  r a t h e r  thar! wha: -- 1s 

t h a t  fa i r? 

chsracteriza:isc, yes.  

!!:. C h r r s t x s e c ' s  coment t h a t  yoc re ferenced ,  i 

b!?. KTHF?: _$3 you: comecis reaiiy a r e  

I%. GPS.VZS: That's a f a i r  

MR. W!TFiEf: With regard t o  
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: assume authority over the Clear A x  Act p e m t t i n g  
: p ~ o g r a m  delegate0 by the EPA. The EPA has approvea 
i horn Dakota's PSr program as re f lec ted  i n  the NC.? 

2 4  Class 1 areas ,  nct t e  s:rrdate a vorst-case PZissic:, -~ 
L a  ,- scecar? j .  9y es taa l i sh ing  a s ing le  baseline 
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annual e m s s i o n s  i s  i n c o n s i s t e n t .  MDU encourages 
t h e  Department t o  compare e i t h e r  AP-42 t o  A?-42 data  
or CEMs t o  CLYs d a t a .  CLYs d a t a  could be used i f  a 
da ta  set  was aeveloped t o  represent  CEMs d a t a  for 
base l ine  e m s s i o n s .  

The Department i s  au thor ized  under i t s  
r u l e s  t o  assume al lowable e m s s i o n s  a r e  equivaieri: 
t o  a c t u a l  e m s s i o n s  for  purposes of e s t a b l i s h i n g  t n e  
m e l i n e  concent ra t ion .  KL s t r o n g l y  endorses  t h e  
2se cf  a i lowable einssions for t h i s  purpose.  J 

re t c  u t i l i z e  a l lowable e'uissions t o  es:ablisk 
+ h C  rase::ce concent ra t ion  will precluae sources 
fro: re ly ing  oc ,egal ly  au tkor ized  and p e m t t e a  
e:xsions ;is:ts t o  o p r a t e  f l e x i b l y  ana meet 
c c n s t a r , t l l  chanTing denacd for t h e i r  p roaucts .  TX 
apprcack i s  c o n s i s t e n t  with wel l -acceptec PSD anc 
NSR p e m i t t i n g  concepts where i c c r e a s e s  i c  n o x s  cf  
opera:ioc, aixen: any pnysica! or opera t iona l  c h a ~ g e  
a t  a sou:ce, do not t r i g g e r  pemc: modi f ica t ioc  
provis ions so lcng as al lowable e m s s i o n s  l m t s  are 
no: exceeaec. 

tne  ~ase l :ne  conceciration, r a t n e r  t t a c  fiuc:uat:n; 
a&a: es:cs;xs , i s  a mc:e approp::ate approacr. fzr 
X? h a r t m e n r  t o  u t i l i z e  a s  i t  a c c o x t s  f o r  an: 

TM acccuzt ing fc: a l lowable e w s i o n s  ir 

- .  I:. 

preserves unusea, b;: p e r n i t t e a  capac::) u: 
a x  :ne capita! inves:meet a s s o c i a t e a  w:tt 
cocs t ruc t ing  t n e  same. More pram,a:m!:y, 
p e x t t e c l  a l lowapie e3iSsionS r e f i e 3  t n e  aesigc an: 
expeccea opera:ion of t h e  f a c i l i t y  and, t r . e re fcre ,  
a r e  a d i r e c t  re fe rence  or  anchor t o  norma! s c x c e  
cpera t lor, .  

MDLI cannot support emissior, caps tha: rol-  
bacK preser,:ly and h i s t o r i c a l l y  permi t te3  allowable 
emissions t h a t  shculd be r e f l e c t e d  :n t h e  base i ine  
concec:rat:on and nc: be cocsiaerel: inc:emen: 
;ons&?,icg. 
cons'mptior, t o  be eva lua ted  i n  Lgh: of ciliren: 
a c t u a l  emissions not  otherwise r e f l e c t e a  i c  the  
base l ine  concent ra t ion .  The rules do no: f c r t h e r  
:na;cate t n a t  a c t u a l  e n i s s i o c s  tna; a r e  noae ies  :CI 
t h i s  purpcse should become new erissio: l i ~ t s .  E X  
concurs t h a t  a c t u a l  einissions sho':id ~e usea when 
determining PSD incremect consmpt ion;  nowever, 

values  new permit ted al lowable e m s s i o n  limits. 
Even i f  MDU d i d  not  s t r o n g l y  o b j e c t  t o  t h e  

D e p x m m ' s  proposal  t o  r o l l  back p e w i t t e g  
e m s s i o n s  l irzts by re ference  t o  a c x a !  e n i s s i c n s  
u t i l i z e c  i n  t h e  Departmec:'s modelinci ar .a ivsis ,  t h e  

The PS:! r u l e s  ca l l  fo: increnec t  

t h e r e  i s  no provis ion  t o  make t h e s e  a,+ i ~ i i o l  * - *  eIPASS1Ori 

i 
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hi t h e r e  a r e  a t  l e a s t  t h e s e  four o p t i c s s  
and t h e r e  a r e  perhaps many o t h e r s ,  bu t  one o3:icn 
would bf tC -- ~ ' m  going t o  g ive  you a l l  foe: and 
yo2 car, coxr .~:e~t  on which one -- wo,!d be just  t c  SC 
a per iodic  review of t h e  adecpiacy of SIF on a SE: 

:me per iod basis l i k e  every year ,  every two years ,  
every t h r e e  years ,  every f i v e  years .  Rqcther  opt:^:, 
would be LO have i: rriggered by some mechanisz, 
either on a t o t a l  : o x  pe: year i n  t h e  S l a t e  bas is  

:gies. Rnctter opticr, would be t o  have 1: t r i ? ? e r e d  
~ k n  a par:ic:clar rta::r socrce increasec  e x s s i o n s  
by a se: arr.our,: t h a t  ~ c c l d  ra ise  c o x e r n  about 

yea: c: SC?::~ 0:ne: ~aj:~, 

...- I-i ,.-., 6.. t h i q  -.,LI p a r - i c ~ i a r  region as d e f i n e 3  by 0::: 

."=- w.l-Lhe: :he ;:,crezieCt K O ~  bein? v x l a t e d  c: :ox per 
. .  ? .  

And a : i : , aL  way :C A h  .A" *i 1' 

e v i s i o n s  on a piant-by-plan: 

LO do a periodic reviev 
have those locked i n ,  

15  a rlola:ion of those  pex.i:s C I  

pplicatio:, for a neK permi t .  
s-  t t c se  are vscr f.,: options anc, :kerf. 

. .  

~ be aT,T,f:S. 1 -:st -- these a re  the fo;: i - ca.7 

". 5 Well, 1: s e e x  t o  me t h t  
" * c *  r -  I.lr-. '-1 :r:e KC::: f a l l  :C the  Deparmenr ss yo:: 
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in particular from Basin's witnesses, tells me that 
there are far better tools than we have had access 
:o in the past to actually evaluate what's going or, 
15 ;be SI?. And think before anybody does 
anyzhxg we need to really step back and look at 
that and some of tne new meteorological data. 
Certainly -- I tell my company all the time I ' d  
rather have data  1 don't like than no data, bu: I 

~ 3 2 1 3  be -- mybe "like" is no: the word, bn: i t ' s  
good. 1:'s aata. It's better data, and l e t ' s  
Look and see hoii tx: rea:ly does -- what tha: 

*,..p L;,L.,k there's data here that we do like or that 

. .  

d ~ e s  ma:. t c  :his proara, and to our state 
WE ?c a s i  a n p d y  to put !20C million into a 

ir, light of the fact tha: there 
are  sc many regalatory ini;iat 
2s x the next few years t h a t  
sigcifila?.: changes e piasts, anyay. Is 
tkat  azswe: y o 2  ec 

5 , .  I ' d  l i k e  to just 
:: coqjariy, f c r  exaqle, 
re tke State t r ea t s  the 

:C 3: ,fiT,Z n< yk.+ / , " . .  ..^ 
+ _  . laL y o u  WEE sugces:::;, 

. .  ,. 7 7 , . ? -  - L - - C > . ~  prcc:er t r ~ :  we face as really ar. 
. I  ,--,.-?-..". * % .  

" Y Y * -  _ i . . - - r  

t * - t  

.. 
L'.C. we :ake a loo!! a: the new tecte?icgy, the  !-.ex 

1 
2 
3 
4 

E 

16 
? I  
12 

:i 
15. 
1.: 

' 2  

1 -  
I ,' 

I t  
.^ 

1s. 
ic 
21 
2 2  
2 3  
2 1  
2 5  

~. . 
r -  .-. 

?:r.:ana, dated Janaa ry  2C3:. 
r:zht t c  p : ~ ~ i d e  ada:::cna! wr:::e: c 
*::h, 2002. 

a:s: :eserve t~ 

.? 

e v:sic: :: frxra:, .~ 15 a 
er. tne S:a:e cf L?::?. ; a ~ t j  2;: 

t:e N2r:h Dakota lianiie :nd:stry u::n :T.S 

natisnal r e s o x c e  fsr tne qer.srd:;c:. :: clear., i3w- 

c x :  elecrricity to meet t h e  crowin! energy needs c i  

es tab l i shed  pUKp3Se Cf CrC?<S:i;:: :he cse  C! ;IC Ld5l 
~. 

t h i s  regioc.  The L i g n i t e  Visici, 2 1  P:G~K~T, is 
yIOngiy r io..L.,iL.LeJI --?t+ i t ?  L b  --'+,PlT v~,LL,,+:;c? ::: :he 
developmest of a Nortkl Dako: 
based ofi s x n i  science a n d  a 
cat:onal g ~ ! s  :n a ra:icr;al 
manner. in this s p i r i t  t:.e 
F:o;ra:. is offer:ng cmnefi ts  c:. b c t t  t x  EPA 
a n a l y s i s  an:! tne Depa::r.e:.: c i  H e a l t h ' s  techn:ca: 
assessme?,: an6 deterrinatioc. 
:he week 1 do no: have a lo: c i  addi:iona! revea!ing 

do think it's importar.: with all these independent 
peop!e that have come t o  testify that have reached 
var ious  similar conclusions and I thir,k tha: the 
more people m k i n g  the same pointsl it on ly  goes to 
show the oezsuasiveness of the evidence.  So I will 

And at this s t a q e  c i  

P^1 tha: have no: already beer. discussed, bii: I 
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1 continue. 

: 
EPA modeling analysis:  Given tha t  North 

Dakota nas an EPA-approved PSD program and because 
the Departmefit i s  i n  the midst of a public co 
period, EPA should respect and defer t o  Nortn 
Dakota's ongoxg a m n i s t r a t i v e  e f f o r t s .  

consents: Followin!: i s  a p a r t i a l  summary of tr'e 
technical concerns tna t  have been iden t i f i ec .  

One, ECA's analysis r e l i e s  fu l ly  on a 
p p o s e c ,  yet never f ina l ized  air quality moce: tr.at 
naz never  DOE:^ valiaatea for  tix purposes fc r  w ~ c :  
sr.4 1 s  nok s i n g  i:; r m e l y ,  for  PSr ixremefit 
regdatory  pxposes .  

Twt, E?A has appliea i t s  analysis :o 
m l u a e  tne For: Peck and Meaicine Lake Wilcerness 

as 1:: !!:::anal wh:cn are wei; beyonz 200 
ozeterc ::or the s o x c e s  ii? Nortr. Dakota. Tr,ese 

Summary of Lignite Vision 21 Prcgrm 

-7 

c s t a c c e s  are beyon: trx recomenaea acp!ica:ioc 
r z g e  of tne C a i p f f  mocei. EPA nas been a 
pas:icipact i r i  the cevelopmen: of tne IWAQM Pnase 2 
S a a r y  Peport an: Fecomenaations f o r  Moaeling Lcr,? 
Range Transpcr: impacts, 1998, wnich, quote, 

6 2 :  
acts f o r  t r a c s p r t  aistances of order 200  
ozeters or l e s s ,  ana for transpor: 

kc:s or less .  For l a rger  transpor: times aria 
aistances,  c d r  experience tnus fa r  1 s  tna: C a i p L f  
: e m  t o  un3erest:ma:e tne hor izof i ta l  extent o f  c x  
c-spersior. an3 hence tends t o  overestimate the 
s - i face  l e ~ ,  cor,cec:ra:ios piixima, end of aJo:e. 

Performance evaluation c r i t e r i a  inaicatez 
preaictediobservea r a t io s  of a facto: of 2 as be;:; 
sa t i s fac tory .  k i t h  regard t o  the perfornance 
evaluation, a!; of the modeled preaicted 
concentrations a t  the Tneodore Roosevelt &:ion?! 
 par^ S o u t h  h i t  a r e  greater than the 3 - h o x  o m e m :  
coccectrations by approximately 25 t o  50 percent. 
Tne moaele:: predic:ec concentrations for the 2 4 - n c x  
perioa are higher tnac the observec values when :r,e 
cbserved coccemat iocs  a re  greater than s ix  
ixlcrograms per CUDL meter by approximate-y 5C 
percent. This data tenas t o  -- or appears t o  
cernonstrate tha t  the model overpredicts the 
ccncenuations a: the Theodore Roosevelt National 
Park So:tr. Ucit. And as we heard yesterday from B ~ D  
? a x e  ar.2 wars toda )  fLom Great River Energy's 

I 21 LartS, Tech cccs-i:ant, t ha t  these overpredictions 
25 ~ m l d  be even greater had the back?round 

1 
i 
3 

c 

i 
i 

1 

t 

i 

I 

L U A  

concentrations been included. The Mortana Class : 
areas a re  220 t o  280 kilometers from a l l  of :he 
uqor increment-consmng sources i n  RortC Dawta. 
T.:e !WA$! report  cautions about the overprex:::ri: 
tendencies of Calpuff a t  these greate: o is tances .  
EPA snould l i n i t  i t s  application o i  tne Calpzif  
m e l  t o  2 0 3  kilometers. 

i n  respcnse t o  tne Department requests fro:& in3cs::) 
or Jnly 3rd and :Itn of 2001 regarding base::?? 
ews:ons  fron industry sources. ha;s:r) s;T::::E: 

responses t o  the Departmen: l e t t e r s  1:. ?;;,st a x  
September indicating what they believe are :%:: 
c:i!ities' baseline emissions. As pa:: cf tne 
cegc;ng Nortn Dakota a m n i s t r a t i v e  p:ocess, ::e 
issue of wnat cons t i tu tes  appropriate Dase!ine 
e x s s i c m  i s  s l a t ed  t o  De adaressecl i: the h,?r:r 
"Kcta proceecings. 

m e l i n e  o i l  anc gas well ez.:ssien :nvec:cr) 
aeveloped by the Departmen:. The re:?:::.) cr;:-e: 
Decz:aer.t oil and gas we:: ezissior.  :r.~e:.::q .sas a 
sx:;fi:ar.: impact or. FOdeliriC and :es,::s, E e c a ~ c ?  
--.A e2iss:or.s iron batn CL and aas inven:::! h3v.e 

2e:reased from the basei:ne period, m o s t  recec: 

Three, EPB has no: u t i i i z e d  data receive3 

Four, EPA analysis coes no t  i::icX the 

r n -  

:ckz& -,.- rL- ..,ent mael i cg  analysis iccidaes iccreme::- 
excansic:. so;rces. 

Five,  E?k has usea tke Wtfi pe:cer.:;!e of 
sra:;mary socrce eriss:ons. Ttis a.;pea:s 

f ^  L v  :? art,:rarj G:ver. that r,oth:ng i n  tne stature 0: 

TE:,+~:-CT. p r e sc r ims  :ne 9C:h pe:cer,:;!e a p p r o a x  

,::er::ac3s :fie 9epa 
eT.ss:ow data ic i t s  anaiysis because they 

celleve 1555 emissions ca t3  a r e  no t  :epreseritative 
of s:atlo:,aiy soxce opera:ions. In Semcr i  3.1, 
p;e ::, c: EPk's analys is ,  ir i s  s ta tec ,  the 
- .r3- ! C S .  s t ~ q  p e r i o d  snoulc aecerally be the nos: 
re::ese:ta:.ve -- mm: rece t i  two years, Frovldea 

r . + c - - ' ? v c  _ _ _  .-- .*-, :Pe ;:a e i:s:or. 2i Prograr 
en: nas expressly nat usel  

t :re :*:-yea: pe::oc i s  representative of nc;rmai 
:re cpeia:ior,. Lc: o n l y  are the two years,  230C, 

irU- :P.e n ~ s :  recent two years, tney a r e  rare 
:e;:esentative of the norma; source operation t h a n  
:?e years 1Gt5 an:! 2CC3. 

Phase 2 sf the Ciear. B;r Act T i t l e  IV Acid 
Pa;: Progra:, was :n::iatea Janiiary i s t ,  2 0 0 0 .  
..--:ti SC2 e n s s i o n s  i c r  t.se years 2900, 200: were 
a;;:sx-ra:eiy 3 C , O O S  tons i e s s  t n a n  tne years 1538, 

Ca3i:iGned c:eviously conce:ninG the flaws i n  Using 

/ I *  > ' 

.?.C __,,. -4" :as:;), we unaerstanz :?a: E?A has beer. 

~~~ 
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1 1995 CMs d a t a  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  p r o b l e m  with s t a c k  
2 iiow measurernents. See t h e  Depaitment's February 

2 7 t t ,  2002 l e t t e r  t o  Richard Long. These f log  

MAY 6, 7 ,  and 8 ,  2002 
._- 
r ... ._. 

alms. Second, i t  d e a r l y  appears  :hat :r.e E3.L 1 :: moaeling a n a l y s i s  i s  d e f i c i e n t .  
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1 
2 
3 t w e s  of mater ia l s  processed or corrbusted. The 

baseline e m m l o n  razes the Depa:tment consldered 
actual opera:ing hours, the  productlor, ra tes ,  the 

MAY 6, I, and 8, 2092 
.. . 

,-" 
C 2 5  

S,:fi;r ,",oxiae Baseline Erissicn Rates, Easeline 
Fifialysis , an3 &r,: 20C2 Freven::cc of Sicciiiian: 
2e:eriora:ioc k p i e n e n t a t i o n  Andysis and SI,!~.:: 
D;oxlae :menen: Consu..ption Pssessree: S w a : v  
appears t o  ee c o n s i s t e n t  wit!: the k::~ Eakcta  

ic?s:ra:ive Coae. 
Al:tough t n e  Departmen: c:c no: Lse -- c ~ d  

no: choose t o  use a source specific level of 
ex,-ss:on it i t s  de1emina:ion of ea sekne ,  t h e  
ha . . in i s t ra t ive  Coae proviaes, quote ,  t h e  Departve..: 
m y  preswe t h a t  source s p e c i f i c  ai;okaD,e ei":ss:o,s 
for t h e  u n i t  are  equivalent t c  t n e  a c : d  elr,issions 
cf :ha: mi:, ena of quote. 'lo tne ex:??: ::la: t h e  
source specific allowable emissions car: De 

incorporatea i n t o  t n e  Department's moaeiing 
p ~ o p o s d , t h e  Depa:Pen: m o u l d  consiaer exercis:nc 
trie flEX;bii;t) and Oiscretici? affcrae:! by t n e  
rL,es. 

The Department proper ly  recogn izes  t h a t  ol! 
and gas erussions were subs tan t ia l  i r i  tne perioa set  
i n  1475 to 1560, t h e  period t h a t  the Depa:tm@nt i s  
recop:z:nq as the Daseline period of nopa!  
operat ions.  Wnile tne Department does no: have 
a i rect  o:i an3 gas emissions d a t a  from t h a t  perioa,  
the DeDartmect has  c a i c u i a t e d  eIi,?SsiOns fror: o tner  

EI-:iKZTh b ASSOCIATES (7Gi) 255-3513 Page 637 to Page 640  



DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH HEA!!ING, MAY 6,  7 ,  and 6 ,  2002 

,101) 255-3513 Page 641 to Page 644 



E:":IsE:r! b 'ASSOCIATE' Page 645 to Page 648 



I 64 c 
par: of the  Ligni te  Vision 2i Progrm and t h e  
contract  t h a t  the  Ligni te  Energy Council, L igc i te  
Vision 21 Proqrm has with t h e  I n d u s t r i a l  
Cormssion, tne  s t r a t e q e s  and a c t i v i t i e s  inc luae  
coaliwiza pa:tneisnips with t h e  Ligni te  Vision 2 :  
app::cacts an0 p a r t i c i p a n t s .  So I think t n a t  the! 
pc:it:cally and r e a l i s t i c a l l y  complement each o t k :  . 

MF. WITHA!!: No f u r t n e r  quest ions.  
M2. SCHWINDT: Thank you. Any othe: 

ques:iocsl Pa;-. 
ME. GRSEK: 

:hesf iiL:a-es a x  get i c e  ex t ra  genera:ioc, hob are 
ke g c i x  t o  92: m e  e l e c t r i c i t y  out 0: t h e  S t a t e  c f  
h c n  DaKOt2' 

par: of ~y testinony, transxssic:., b a t  -- 

If we were :o g e t  pas: a l l  

E?. 3 X X S S :  : ax': r e c a l l  t h a t  oe:ns 

E3XMAh : Fnat7 
MY. 93BGSSC: : am': r e c a l l  tes:if);ng c:, 

- GPEEtt: I t ' s  my unaerstanaicg :na: tne 
tks c;:s c~ a: Lcierwscd are no: r u n x c g  a t  fL:: 

a:': 9 e t  :r.e pcwer oc:. I t ' s  a l s o  F) 

::,at the razcne is ,  farmers, easterr 
h n n e s o t a ,  tney're CL: tnere  h 

:Ia?.Sr1SSi3:. 

_. 
treir snotc::!~~ acc i i f i e s ,  they ' re  nc: G - J : ~ ?  t c  ie: 

- q t  
! - <  

a:\; r,cre towers oe p::: up. 
r2.e. 6 5  reg:latic:.s. They're goic; t c  take :he 
law :r. t k r  o m  hands. First of a l l ,  we're g: 

;i we get a means to d3 i t ,  why <or.': we l m k  a t  

I t ' s  no: a rr,atter o i  

:; have ic ge: oa t  06 Nnr+b iiii.i JaKStd. hr.3 

b , . m  ,-,.ing Powder Rive: coal: 
i have a f r i e n d  around 30ze~.an,  Cis%: ir. 

Gille:te, who i s  i n  charge of a l l  coa l  sales fc: 
Per.neco:t Energy. They have an agreemen: K i t h  

Euil:zgton Northern they c o d d  get  Powder Rive: coa l  
in heie  a t  a cheaper c5jt  pe: Etc t h a n  YO:: C ~ G  gc 
G:: and get  ycur hands dirty m i n i n g  t h i s  i:gn?te. 
1:'s t , 9 0  Etu, 20 p e x e c t  wate:, one-s:x::' the 
azocct  of s u l f u r .  I: seems t o  me that "-' ni i .UC ' Lhf. 
i d e a l  i f  we a r e  ao ing  LO look t o  expand a n d  bail:, 
m e  power p lan ts  here i n  North Dakota. 

a:d 2 a re  b::!:c:eg s o x  sort  of a mix of l i g c i t e  ar.2 

Fomer h v e r .  
MR. B'L'?.GZSS: Paul, my testimony was O G  

meri ts  an3 def:ciencies of the  Department ' s  and 
EPA's review of t h e  FSD p r o j r a r  I ' E  no: taikicq 
aScl;t tke  r,er:ts cf Powder RiveriSasir, c o d ,  i:gr.i:e 
coa l ,  t r a n s r t m i o r ,  01 anything l i k e  t h a t .  

I u c a e r s t a ~ d  t h a t  Basic i s  -- a t  Lee Olcs 1 

1 
MP. GPEEN: Well, it's obvious 1 a:an't 
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